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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 -6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Oura (JP 2001 180234). As best depicted in Figure 1, Oura teaches a pneumatic 
tire construction comprising a runflat insert 9 disposed inward of a carcass structure 5 
and a steel cord reinforcing layer 10 arranged along a carcass turnup portion 5b. The 
reference further teaches that the steel cord reinforcing layer has an end count of at 
least 20 cords per 50 millimeters (Paragraph 22 of attached machine translation). 
Based on this end count, the cords can be spaced by as much as 2.5 mm (1 cord/2.5 
mm). Additionally, the filaments of said steel cord can have a diameter between 0.15 
and 0.40 millimeters (Paragraph 22). While the reference fails to expressly relate the 
cord diameter and the cord spacing, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have readily appreciated the broad range of the claimed invention in 
view of the general disclosure noted above. For example, given a spacing of 2.5 mm, 
the cord diameter would have to be less than 1 .0 mm to satisfy the claimed range- such 
a cord diameter is consistent with steel cords comprised of the disclosed filaments and 
those used in bead reinforcing layers. As such, one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention would have found it obvious to form the steel cord reinforcing layer 
of Oura with a cord spacing in accordance to the claimed invention. 

As to the shear rigidity, given the similarity in bead constructions (reference and 
claimed invention), one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
expected the tire of Oura to demonstrate a shear rigidity in accordance to the claimed 
invention. In particular, the bead reinforcing layer of Oura is similarly (a) formed of steel 
cords having an inclination angle between 40 and 70 degrees with respect to the 
meridional segment of the tire and (b) positioned between a bead filler and a carcass 
turnup and contains a radially outer end between 0.30 and 0.50 times the tire section 
height. Additionally, Oura describes a cord spacing which can be as high as 2.5 mm 
and such a spacing describes a plurality of embodiments in which the spacing is at least 
2.5 times the cord diameter (requires a cord diameter below 1 .0 mm, which is consistent 
with the teachings of Oura to include at least 2 filaments having a diameter between 
0.15 and 0.40 mm). Lastly, it is noted that applicant (Paragraph 7) suggests that the 
claimed in plane shear rigidity is directly related to the aforementioned relationship 
between the cord diameter and the cord spacing and thus, the claimed rigidity would be 
expected to be present in the tire of Oura (given its disclosure of embodiments 
satisfying the claimed relationship). 

Lastly, with respect to the independent claim, the results of Table 1 do not 
provide a conclusive showing of unexpected results for the claimed cord spacing. In 
particular, it is unclear if the realized benefits are a product of the specific cord used in 
the respective tire constructions (e.g. would the same benefits be realized if a different 
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steel cord was used). In order to demonstrate a criticality for the claimed cord spacing, 
it is suggested that applicant conduct multiple experiments using a variety of cord 
constructions (claim as currently drafted is generic to the steel cord and applicant must 
demonstrate that the realized benefits are unrelated to the cord construction). 

Regarding claim 2, given the example disclosed above, the cord diameter would 
have to be less than or equal to 0.5 mm- such a cord diameter is consistent with steel 
cords comprised of the disclosed filaments and those used in bead reinforcing layers. 

With respect to claims 3 and 4, the metallic filaments in Oura are described as 
having an elastic modulus of at least 16,000 MPa (Paragraph 8 of attached machine 
translation). Given such a disclosure, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have readily appreciated a wide range of high elongation steel cords, 
including that required by the claimed invention. It is further noted that Table 2 is not 
seen to provided a conclusive showing of unexpected results for the specific cord 
because it is unclear if such benefits are realized in additional constructions in 
accordance to the claimed invention (e.g. different cord angle or different radial width). 
It is suggested that applicant provide additional results that clearly set forth the criticality 
of the claimed cord construction. 

As to claim 5, the steel cord reinforcing layer of Oura is (a) arranged between a 
bead filler 8 and a carcass turnup 5b and (b) disposed in a radial zone ranging from the 
contact point (with the rim) to the height of the maximum section width (see Figures). 

Regarding claim 6, the steel cord reinforcing layer of Oura has a radial width 
equal to 0.30-0.50 times the tire section height, which is extremely similar to the claimed 
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range between 0.20 and 0.48 times the tire section height. Also, such constructions 
would have a radially outer end that is radially inward of a height equal to 0.50 times the 
tire section height. 

With respect to claim 8, the steel cord reinforcing elements used to form layer 10 
are inclined between 40 and 80 degrees with respect to the longitudinal direction of the 
radial carcass cords (Paragraph 15). 

Response to Arguments 
3. Applicant's arguments filed June 20, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Oura does not disclose the claimed shear rigidity and 
moreover, the present invention according to claim 1 largely differs from Oura in 
construction, effect, and technical concepts, and thus it involves an inventive step over 
Oura. 

First, as detailed by applicant (Page 5 of response- 1 st Paragraph), an exemplary 
embodiment of the present invention provides a pneumatic radial tire capable of 
effectively improving, among other things, runflat durability. Oura is similarly directed to 
a pneumatic tire construction that provides improved runflat durability and similarly 
includes a runflat insert inward of a carcass structure and a bead reinforcing layer 
between a bead filler and a carcass turnup- thus it is unclear how the reference "differs 
largely" in construction, effect, and technical concepts. As detailed above, the spacing, 
materials, and arrangement of the bead reifnrocing layer are extremely similar to that of 
the claimed invention and thus, one of ordinary skill i the art at the time of the invention 
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would have expected the tire of Oura to demonstrate the claimed shear rigidity. It is 
particularly noted that applicant specifically relates the claimed shear rigidity to the 
relationship between the cord spacing and cord diameter (Paragraph 7). Thus, given 
the wide variety of embodiments in Oura that satisfy the claimed relationship, one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have expected the tire of Oura 
to demonstrate the claimed shear rigidity. It is emphasized that the steel cord of Oura 
comprises at least two filaments having a diameter between 0.15 and 0.40 mm and 
such a disclosure describes a plurality of cord constructions having a diameter of less 
than 1 .0 mm (given a cord spacing of 2.5 mm, such cords satisfy the claimed 
spacing/diameter relationship). It is further noted that Oura is directed to additional 
constructions in which the cord spacing is less than 2.5 mm (end counts greater than 20 
cords per 50 mm)- in these instances, Oura describes a wide variety of cord 
constructions, as set forth above, that satisfy the claimed relationship between the cord 
spacing and the cord diameter. 

Conclusion 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin R. Fischer whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1215. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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